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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Claims discussed: 
30,33,43,49,56,62 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Yates etal., Borril 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Siieet 

Part III. 

13 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: On March 
13, 2007, the examiner propsed an Examiner's Amendment to place the application in condition for allowance. 
Specifically, the examiner proposed incorporating similar language as recited in claim 53 into each of the independent 
claims. Mr. Vecchia declined the propsed amendment, asserting that claims as filed were sufficiently distinct and 
offered further clarification of the invention and the specific claim limitations believed to convey the inventive concepts. 
Upon further consideration and search, the examiner agreed with Mr. Vecchia that independent claims 30. 33. 43, 49, 
and 56 are allowable over the prior art of record. However, on March 14, 2007, the examiner proposed an amendment 
to clarify the language of claim 62. Mr. Vecchia authorized the proposed amendment to claim 62, 



